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ABSTRACT 

This evaluation report examines research on 
kindergarten programs and practices for children who are at risk of 
school failure. Programs which present evidence of positive effects 
and which can be replicated at other sites are identified and 
discussed. A proposal is made for the development of a data base 
which gathers infonsation on instruction practices across sites so 
that their efficacy can be evaluated accurately. Factors such as the 
background of the students and their socioeconomic status can be held 
constant or disaggregated to discover the most successful strategies 
for different populations. The following kindergarten issues are 
presented: (1) preparation for first grade; (2) schedules and 
activities; and (3) what to do when students are unsuccessful. Three 
approaches to the problem are consiuered: repetition of the 
kindergarten program; extending the kindergarten day; and delivery of 
a specialized curriculum. Effects of each of these approaches are 
discussed, with the third approach — use of alternative programs of 
instruction individualized according to the learning avenues best 
suited to a particular child — receiving the most extensive treatment. 
The discussiorx, which includes detailed descriptions of six 
specialized programs, covers the following points: effects of 
programs of instruction; effective programs and students at risk; and 
program effectivenss and alternatives. A 17-item list of references 
is included. Student outcomes and program effects are presented in 
tables and figures. (VM) 
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The Center 



The mission of the Center for Research on Elementary and Middle Schools is to produce 
usefid knowledge about how elementary and middle schools can foster growth in students' 
learning and development, to develq) and evaluate practical methods for improving the effec- 
tiveness of elementary and middle schools based on existing and new research finctings, and to 
develop and evaluate specific strategies to help schools implement effective reseaich-based 
school and classroom practices. 

The Center conducts its research in three program areas: (1) Elementary Schools, (2) 
Middle Schools, and (3) School Inqprovement 

The Elementary School Prcgram 

This program works from a strong existing research base to develop, evaluate, and dissemi* 
nate effective elementary school and classroom practices; synthesizes cunent knowl^ge; and 
analyzes survey and descriptive data to expand die knowledge base in effective elementary 
education. 

The Middle School Program 

This program's research links current knowledge about early adolescence as a stage of 
hunum development to school organization and classroom policies and practices for effective 
middle schools* The major task is to establish a research to identify specific problem areas 
and promising practices in middle schools that wUl contribute to effective policy decisions and 
the development of effective school and classroom practices. 

School Improvement Program 

This program focuses on improving the organizational perfomiance of schools in adopting 
and adapting innovaticms and developing school capacity for change. 



This report, prepared by the Elementary School Program, used tiie "best-evidence" synthesis 
technique to review and identify effective kindergarten programs and practices for children who 
are at risk of school failure. The report conq)lements Center Reports 19 and 20, which review 
effective elementary school classroom programs and effective pull-out programs respectively. 



Abstract 



This report examines research on kindergarten programs and practices for children who arc 
at-risk of school failure. "Program" was defined as a set of pixxredures intended to be imple- 
mented as a total package and capable of being replicated by others. Evaluations had to present 
convincing evidence of effectiveness based on rigorous methodology. Programs presenting 
convincing evidence of positive effects arc identified and discussed. 
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Kindergarten attendance is nearly universal in the United States today. About 93 percent of 
all five-year-olds arc presently enrolled in school, primarily in kindergarten programs. However, 
the kindergarten experience itself is far from uniform. Kindergartens may be operated by rublic 
or private schools, may be academic or developnKntal in focus, may be in session for a full-day 
every day, a half-day every day and, more rarely, for a full-day every other day. Kindergarten, 
as the first introduction to the formal apparatus of schooling for many children, is an important 
experience, but one which clearly takes on diffmnt meaning for different chiklren. 

It is especially important to understand how these different kindergarten experiences affect 
students at risk of future academic difGculty. Do these students enter first grade adequately 
prepared to succeed in elementary school or do they enter already behind and on their way to 
failure? What alternatives are there for students who arc not successful in the kindergarten year? 
And finally, what arrangements of kindergarten seem most likely to increase the chance of 
academic success for these students? 

The purpose of this paper is to describe effective kindergarten programs and practices for 
students at risk of future academic failure* We emphasize kindergarten programs/practices 
which can be replicated - intact programs which include curriculum materials, inservice 
training, and strong evidence of effecriveness. Alterable features of kindergarten, such as class 
size, length of day, and staffmg patterns arc also highlighted. 

What students are at risk of later failure? Is there a single diagnostic procedure or a series of 
procedures to identify such students? The definition and assessment of "at risk" is both a polit- 
ical and methodological issue which cannot be addressed in detail here. Instead, we leave the 
definition of "at risk" purposely vague. Sfjdents may be at risk because they enter school with 
specific auditory, visual or other developmental lags. Students may be at risk because the 
linguistic opportunities in their daily lives are very limited and they lack the necessary back- 
ground and experience in receptive and expressive language. Students may be at risk because 



they lack the necessary social/enx)tional skills to function semi-indepcndently in a group setting 
such as a kindergarten classroom. Lastly, students may be at risk because the school program is 
inappropriate fcr them either in its approach or in its difficulty level. 

The kindergarten year is pivotal for students who may encounter later academic difficulties 
- it provides the basis for their success in the elementary curriculum which follows. Once 
viewed primarily as a year of transition and outside the realm of the elementary program, the 
kindergarten year today is primarily viewed as an academic/preparatory year (ERS, 1986) with 
clear connections to the elementary curriculum. Most of the programs in the public schools are 
focused either directly on academics (22 percent) or on academic preparation (63 percent). 

These changes in the focus of kindergarten have gone along with changes in enrollment 
pauems and governance structure of kindergartens. Kindergarten enrollment has soaied from 
about five percent of five-year-olds in 1901 to the present 93 percent. At the same time, more 
and more of the kindergarten programs (84 percent) are provided by public schools. There is 
also increasing activity by states to make the kindergarten year mandatory. Finally, kindergarten 
programs, which started as full-day progr^uns but were reduced lo half-day programs during the 
baby boom era, are moving to full-day programs again. 

These changes in enrollment, provision, and length of the kindergarten day are occurring 
concurrently with great pressures to increase the academic standards of schools, and a renewed 
optimism about the efficacy of eariy programs for disadvantaged youths. Also, the movement 
against social promotions has had a general effect on escalation of the curriculum for those who 
are promoted (Shephar 1 and Smith, 1985), and this has produced increasing demands for 
accountability for the performance of kindergarten students. In the past, when kindergartens 
were mainly in private schools, were actended by only some students, and were mainly focused 
on socialization and adjustment, questions of program effectiveness and accountability were of 
little interest. 
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Today, Idndergaiten teachers need to send the first grade teacher "prepared students/' If 
children need to be ready to read in the first grade, then the kindergarten is held responsible for 
preparing. If children need to be ready to add and subtract in the Hrst grade, then the kinder- 
garten needs to teach them the necessary prerequisite number skills/concepts. 

Some commentators are concerned that the push to early academics is harmful rather than 
beneficial to children (Elkind, 1986). The stress created by the demands of the formal learning 
situation, rather than benefitting students, may well place them at risk of future academic failure. 
Despite these concerns, the pressures for an academic kindergarten continue. In a recent survey, 
61 percent of public school principals and about the same number of kindergarten teachers said 
the primary focus of their kindergarten program was "academic and social preparation" for first 
grade. About 22 percent of the principals said the primary focus was on academics. The kinder- 
gartens in urban areas were most likely to focus on academics. 

Preparation for First Grade 

If the naajor task of the kindergarten is to get students ready to read and compute, we need to 
know what readiness in these areas means. Many school districts are specific about the intended 
outcomes of the kindergarten year. As an example. Figure 1 shows the 22 objectives given by 
(xie school district The kinderganen report card for this district indicates that kindergarten 
students are formally evaluated on these stated objectives. 



Figure 1 About Here 



Another way to examine the academic requirements for kinderganen is to look at the typical 
readiness tests given children in the kindergarten year. For example, consider the Metropolitan 



Readiness Test, a widely used test whose validation centered on an analysis of the beginning 
reading process. Level I (early kinderganen) and Level II (late kindergarten) assess the fol- 
lowing areas: 



Level I 

Auditory Skill Area 

1. Auditory Memory 

2. Rhyming 

Visual Skill Area 

3. Letter Recognition 

4. Visual Matching 

Language Skill Area 

5. School Language and Listening 

6. Quantitative Lwguage 



Level II 



Auditory Skill Area 

1. Beginning Consonants 

2. Sound-Letter Correspondence 

Visual SkiU Area 

3. Visual Matching 

4. Pmding Patterns 

Language Skill Area 

5. School Language 

6. Listening 

C^antitative Skill Area 

7. (Quantitative Concepts 

8. (Quantitative Operations 



Some of the skills -such as auditory memory and rhyming may not seem directly related 
to reading. But learning to read requires calling upon a complex combination of visual* auditory 
and kinesthetic skills. Visual pwception is required in order to differentiate different letters, such 
as "w" vs. "m" and ''b** vs. "d". Auditory discrimination of similar sounds, such as "t" vs. "d." is 
needed to link the visual to the language known orally. The sound-sight correspondence of 
letters (phonemes) must also be mastered. The child needs to understand the concept of a woixl 
and syllable and how blending of phonemes creates words. Shon-t^rm memory is important - 
children need to be able to accurately recall the syllables they've blended, such as an-Umal, not 
am-i-nal, a conunon occurrence. Thus, the kinderganen goal of preparing children for reading 
and arithmetic instruction in the first grade involves activities and tasks which may have litde 
obvioL^ resemblance to first-grade activities. Prerequsite skills are not neccsarily the same skills 
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in smaller dosages or of less difficulty. Mastering pnequisite skills doesn't mean working on 
smaller ditto sheets. Instead, readiness foi reading and math involves conquering many visual, 
auditory and fine and gross motor skills which are necessary in the process of reading, but may 
not seem to be obviously connected to reading. 

Kindergarten Schedule and Activities 

In the recent ERS (1986) study of public kinderganens, about three-fifths of all teachers 
stated that they followed "definite time allotments and sequence for each activity." A fairly 
typical half-day kindergarten schedule might be: 

8:30-8:35 Arrival/Get Together 

8:35-9:2^ Reading 

9:25-9:45 Exploration (free time) 

9:45-10:10 Math 

10:10-10:25 Movement/Music 

10:25-10:55 Social Living/Art 

10:55-11:00 Dismissal 



Reading or reading readiness instruction is typically based on a commercial reading readi- 
ness scries (75% of all teachers in the ERS survey s^»id they used the readiness series), and ihe 
teacher typically provides formal structured instruction during reading and math periods. 

Objectives for the kindergarten year may be explicitly stated. For example, detailed objec- 
tives for minimum, average, and above average students may be formulated for comprehension 
skills (e.g., noting details, main idea, sequence, drawing conclusions), and vocabulary (e.g., 
phonetic analyses, shon vowel, word meaning, final consonant, and consonant blends). As an 
example, the kindergarten objectives for the Baltimore City Public Schools covering phonetic 



analyses of initial consonant sounds states that "given a picture of an object or an action and 
several words, one with the same beginning sound as the pictured object, the student will select 
the word that begins the same as the pictured object or action." 

When Students are Unsuccessful 

One of the major problems facing the transition from kindergarten to first grade is how to 
assess readiness for first grade and what to do with and for students who are deemed not ready to 
go on to first grade. There are varied practices for assessing student readiness for first grade 
work. These include teacher recommendation and judgment, results of standardized screening 
and assessment devices, and evaluations by specialized personiiel. Bases for nonpromotion 
include student immaturity, low attention span, small size for kindergarten, inability to sit still, 
and retarded large/fine motor or language development. Concerning who is most likely to 
experience difficulty in kindergarten, we know that males far outnumber females, and that lower 
SES and minority students also outnumber their advantaged peers. The specific reasons for these 
referrals are quite different, however. For example, the males may be retained more often 
because of "immaturity" while low SES or disadvantaged students are more often retained 
because of language or other developmental lags. 

Actions taken as a result of the failure to thrive in kindergarten generally fall into three 
categories - repetition of the kindergarten program, additional time within the kindergarten year, 
and alternative programs. By far, the most common practice is repetition of the kinderganen 
year, either in the guise of pre-first, transition, or junior first-grade classes. This approach is 
based on the belief that children who fail to prosper in the kinderganen year are simply "young" 
for their age, and by letting them mature, they will be able to perform adequately and even 
blossom. However, the evidence on student grade repetition (discussed below) offers no support 
for this view. 



A second approach has been to provide more time within the same year for kindergarten 
students, usually by extending the kindergarten day. There are several variations on this 
approach. ^ is to screen children and sive only some students additional remedial or enrich- 
ment in^ .w'On. Another way is to add time for an entire school system which has a high 
percentage of at-risk students. Finally, many school systems which do not have a high per- 
centage of at-nsk students are extending the school day for kindergarten students anyway. We 
discuss the effectiveness of the increased time approach in the next section. (Also see Karweit, 
1987.) 

The third approach involves screening and assessment of children for learning pioblems 
prior to entry to kindergarten and the delivery of a specialized curriculum to suit their needs. 
This approach differs from the other two in its assumptions about learners and the role of the 
school and the personnel needed. It assumes that children learn in different ways and through 
different modalities and styles and that intervention strategies are needed to address these distinct 
areas of strength and weakness. This is not just individualizing instruction according to the level 
of difficulty of the material or rate of learning, but according to the learning avenues best suited 
for a particular child (e.g., visual, auditory, kinesthetic). 

In the following sections, we examine the effects of the different approaches. 

1. Promotional Practices 

One of the outgrowths of the 1983 reform movement has been a renewed focus on standards 

and a renewed interest in nonpromotion as a way to achieve these standards. However, 

nonpromotion has not been supported as an effective policy (Holmes and Matthews, 1984; 

Jackson, 1975; Niklason, 1984; Shephard and Smith, 1985). Gredler (1984), after examining the 

effects of transition rooms for students deemed unready for first grade, concludes: 

Analysis of the research studies of transition rooms raises questions about the degree of 
educational 'payoff obtained with such programs. Research indicates that transition 
room children either do not perform as well or at most are equal in achievement levels to 
transition room eligible children placed in regular classrooms/' (P. 469) 



Research findings notwithstanding, schools continue to retain students as a remediation strategy, 
especially at the early grades. Part of the reason for continuation of the practice may be that 
schools cannot locate other alternatives. Also, teachers may view the practice as effective 
retained students do make some gain during the retained year, and teachers are unable to 
compare this gain during the retained year to gains the students would have made had they been 
promoted. 

Shephard and Smith (1985) took advantage of the existing variation in school kindergarten 
retention rates to address this issue. They noted that many previous studies were flawed 
methodologically because the comparisons were not of equivalent students under different 
policies, so they sampled same-sex students with similar birthdates, family backgrounds, and 
entering test score data from schools with contrasting retention rates. They compared retained 
students with non-retained students. The results were striking. Students who had spent an 
additional year in kindergarten were basically identical to those control students who had been 
promoted. The only notable difference was that the repeaters scored one month higher (1 .9 vs 
1.8) on the CTBS reading comprehension test taken at the end of the first grade. One month gain 
for one year does not seem like a very economical practice.<l> 

2. Extending the Kindergarten Day 

Karweit (1987) examines the effects of full-day vs. half-day kindergarten in detail. Table 1 
summarizes the the individual studies reviewed in that paper. Table 2 provides an indication of 
the direction of effects by the adequacy of the study design and the population served. 



<1> One may take issue with the ejquivalence of these groups. Many referrals to repeat kinder- 
garten arc baised on behavioral indicators which were not equated. Also children grow at very 
different rates during the kindergarten year. The entering test scorc may not be a very good 
proxy for wherc the students were at the end of the year when the assessment for promotion was 
made. Finally, there may be school level differences which drive the differences in retention 
rates which may also affect performance of the students. Policies such as providing students 
special help in the summer or after-school tutors, rather than retaining them, might have given 
the nonretainees additional resources as well. 




Tables 1 and 2 About Here 



Tabic 2 suggests where the effects of all-day kindergarten programs are located. Disadvan- 
taged students who receive additional instruction are the primary source of the positive effects. 
Nine studies focused on the effect of full-day kindergarten for underachieving and disadvantaged 
students. Of the two strongest studies (using random assignment), one showed significant effects 
for the full-day kindergarten treatment. The other seven studies fell into the less methodologi- 
cally rigorous category, and all of these found positive effects for all-day kindergarten. 

There are no long-term effects demonstrated for attendance at full-day kindergarten. Only 
one study (Niemann and Gastright, 1981) found significant long-term effects, but limitations of 
this study limit the credibility of the results. First, the study compared students who had 
preschool and all-day kindergarten to those in half-day programs, a somewhat different compar- 
ison than in the other studies. Second, their test for equivalence of the two groups at entry into 
kindergarten was of unknown validity and reliability. Finally, the long-term results in the 4th 
and 8th grade included only 70 and 50 percent of their initial samples. Sample attrition may 
have been differentially important. 

Other studies focusing on the effects of compensatory efforts (Lazar at al, 1977; McKey, 
1985) have found that the results of the extended-day/year are primarily immediate and not 
long-term, and our findings support this conclusion concerning the effects of full-day kinder- 
garten. 

The finding that full-day kindergarten programs seem most effective on short-term measures 
for disadvantaged populations raises many new questions. To what extent is this finding due to 
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differences in the sheer amount of time in school or due to differences in program emphasis and 
focus? It seems possible that a combination of more time and greater emphasis on academic 
preparation is important Studies linking the allocation of time to differences in achievement 
results typically find only modest results (Karweit, 1983). One primary reason is that the same 
allocated time can have quite varied actual usages in different classrooms, depending upon the 
grouping patterns, the curriculum, the teacher and the students. 

An observational study o^kindei:garten instruction in three school districts by Meyer (1985) 
illustrates this poi' i Contrasting the use of time in districts which have half-day and full-day 
programs, Meyer showed that the actual amount of time on academic matters was not all that 
different in the full and half-day programs observed. The total minutes allocated to instruction in 
the half day classes (150 minute sessions) was 78 minutes, while in the full-day classes (330 
minutes) the total instructional time allocated was 103 minutes. In general, the students in the 
full-day programs had more total minutes allocated to instruction, but some teachers in the 
half-day schedule actually exceeded the allocated time of some teachers in the full-day schedule. 
Again, individual teacher practices and curricula seemed to be important elements in determining 
how the school day was spent. 

This suggests the importance of understanding more than the effects of the length of the 
kindergarten day. What instructional programs are effective for kindergarten students? What 
difficulties are there in operating these programs in a full-day or half day setting? Is it possible 
to have effective half-day programs and thus save the considerable expense in expanding the 
kindergarten? And if districts decide to extend their kindergarten day, what programs have been 
demonstrated to be effective? Do they require a full day for successful implementation? 

The major conclusion from examining the effects of full-day kindergarten is that attendance 
at full day programs appears to be beneficial for disadvantaged students. The source of this 
effect -whether it is simply more time in school, or a change in the focus of the kindergarten 
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program which accompanied a full day - is not clear. In the next section, we focus on the nature 
of the programs which seem to be effective for disadvantaged kindergarten students. 

3. Effects of Programs of Instruction 

There are two major sources for the programs reviewed here: programs approved by the 
U.S. Department of Education's Joint Dissemination Review Panel (JDRP), and programs listed 
in the Office of Educational Research and Improvement's Effective Compensatory Education 
Sourcebook (Griswold et al., 1986). THc studies/programs are classified and presented (see 
Table 3) by the adequacy of the research design. Programs which used random assignment to 
treatment and control groups were weighted most heavily, followed by studies which used a 
matched/experimental control group design. Cohort, or before and after implementation designs, 
are discussed next. Given the least weight are studies which base their evidence of effectiveness 
on comparisons of expected fall to spring growth, or on post-test only effects. 

Assessments of effective early childhood programs suffer from all the methodological 
difficulties discussed for elementary studies (see Madden and Slavin, 1987) but include a few of 
their own. One, it is much less clear what the goals of kindergarten programs may be, and there 
are fewer reliable measures of the goals. Measures are often homegrown tests of unknown 
reliability. V* hen tests of known reliability are used, there is little consensus about which to use. 
For example, the 20 JDRP approved programs for kindeigarten used 12 different standaidized 
tests. 

Further, the test selected may not match the objectives of the program. For example, in a 
school with an outstanding prekinderganen program, the principal was asked her primary goal 
for the prekindergarten students. She was very quick to respond, "to make them articulate." Ye* 
no test or measure of the children's expressive language was used in evaluating the program's 
effectiveness. Instead, the program effects were measured using standard paper and pencil 
instruments. 
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Also, the evaluations can render false positive effects if they measure skills which improve 
test taking performance on narrow educational goals, but not skills which lay the foundation for 
future learning. For example, children can be taught to recognize numbers and count to fifty 
without having the necessary skills to master addition. Or children can learn at an early age to 
recognize letters, but still not possess the necessary language skills to learn how to read. An 
evaluation that shows mastery of discrete components related to reading and the separate skills 
related to math comprehension does not show competency in reading and math. There needs to 
be integration of the skills and the necessary linguistic and numeric background for the skills to 
be applied. 

Finally, kindergarten programs may have very different goals, so that comparison of 
treatment and control groups can be misleading. Comparing an academic kindergarten program 
to a traditional control group which is basically nonacademic in orientation, one should not be 
surprised to find large effects on readiness activities for the academic program, since the tradi- 
tional program did not intend to teach these objectives. This problem of program goal is particu- 
larly at issue for kindergarten programs because the purpose of kindergarten has been changing 
ever time and evaluations indicate very little about the curriculum for the control group. 

Table 3 provides a synopsis of the kindergarten programs for which we have evaluation 
data. As noted, these programs are presented by the adequacy of the research design in the 
following order: 

1. Random assignment 

2. Matched control group 

3. Cohort comparison 

4. Spring to spring growth (no control) 

5. Fall to spring growth (no control) 
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Tabic 3 About Here 



Wc consider studies which used random assignment, matched control groups, or cohort 
comparison groups to be methodologically adequate studies. Effect sizes are presented for these 
more adequate studies. The less rigorous methodological studies/programs are presented along 
with the general direction of effect. 

7. Alphaphonics/Astra's Magic Math 

Alphaphonics/Astra's Magic Math are two widely used and successful winning readiness 
programs. Combining systematic, sequenced lessons into a game-like format, both programs are 
motivating and fun while still providing abundant practice and repetition of presentation. 
Friendly visitors from outer space (Astro for reading; Astra for math) leave a bag of lesson 
materials daily for the teacher and children. The suspense and anticipation derived from the 
magic bag appear to sustain student interest and motivation. 

In the Alphaphonics program, the letters of the alphabet are introduced sequentially one at a 
time, in a 26-week sequence. Astro's bag contains items that start with the letter the class is 
studying, such as apple, (plastic) alligator, alarm clock, and an abacus for the letter A. Badges, 
stickers, and letters to parents are also in the bag. 

There arc six lessons for each letter of the alphabet. The student learns to name a letter, then 
to write it, and then to locate the upper and lower case example of the letter. Astro manages to 
create and keep a fantasy and fun-like atmosphere for the children while getting them to practice 
and review. Astro also brings ditto sheets or other tools for independent practice. 
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Astra*s Magic math uses a similar outer space theme for the introduction of twenty-two math 
concepts in a sequenced manner. The units are introduced to the whole class. The twenty-two 
units cover shapes, matching, size comparison, counting and recognition of the numbers 0 to 30, 
number sequences, addition and subtraction of the numerals 0-5, and time in hours. 

The Alphaphonics program takes about an hour each day. A typical schedule would be 

1. Sing alphabet song 

2. Sing poem song (for particular letter group) 

3. Class discussion 

4. Individual work 

5. Sing poem song 

The evaluation of the program used a posttest-only analysis of variance. The treatment 
classrooms were compared with twelve control schools in the same district, which did not differ 
with respect to entering IQ or SES. The achievement of treatment classes and control classes 
were measured at the end of kindergarten, first, second, and third grade using the Metropolitan 
Achievement Test. The effect sizes are .89, 1.14, .90 and 1.1 respectively for these grades. Data 
for the equivalence of control/experimental classes and method of assignment to treatment were 
not detailed. 

The evaluation of Astra's Magic Math used random assignment to treatment and control 
classes. The effectiveness of the program was gauged by performance on the CTBS. The effect 
size computed here was .45 at the end of kindergarten. 

The evaluations do not indicate very much about the goals and practices of the comparison 
group. It is likely that the comparison classrooms may have been traditional kinderganen 
programs which include readiness activities, but not in a systematic fashion which assures 
coverage, practice of skills, and teacher feedback. 



There is no evidence supplied that the program is equally effective for all students or, on the 
other hand, that it is not effective for students at risk of failure. The general orientation of the 
program is that of a whole class, direct instruction model with individual assistance and remedia- 
tion provided as can be accommodated. That is, remediation efforts arc not structured in any 
specific way in these programs. 

2. MECCA 

MECCA (Make Every Child Capable of Achieving) is a diagnostic/ prescriptive program 
which provides daily observation, assessment and planning for specialized teaching depending 
on chiklren's needs. Additional instruction within the classroom is provided based on students' 
learning proHles. The additional activities aie based on a task analysis of the learning activity 
with which the student is having difficulty. Task analysis is the process of breaking down a 
learning activity into the steps necessary for its successful completion, such as breaking down 
the activity into its auditory, visual, gross and fine motor components. Specialized instruction, 
prescribed by a team composed of classroom aide, learning disabilities specialist, and classroom 
teacher, is provided either individually or in small groups in the classroom. 

The target group of children is identified by a preschool screening with the school psycholo- 
gist and a speech and language clinician. High-risk children are those who do not attain age 
appropriate scores on three/four areas on the DIAL taken in the spring. In September, further 
assessment is done on marginal and high risk students and an individual programming survey is 
administered to identify particular strengths and weaknesses. From this profile, an educational 
plan is devised. 

For example, a child who has a very limited use of expressive language - such as single 
word responses to questions or no usage of pronouns or adverbs - might be placed in a speech 
and language program. In the beginning of the program, the child would be rewarded continu- 
ously with praise or with tokens. The basic structure of each lesson is: 

® .15. 
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1. Auditory Reception: The instructor gives verbal directions to which the student 
responds with a gross motor or fine motor action ("Pick up the tomato"). 

2. Verbalization: The child uses the language she has responded to in step 1 (" Here 
is the tomato"). 

3. Reading readiness activities are combined with a lesson using the words and 
sounds from the first two pans. 

The lessons arc structured to give the child practice in increasingly more difficult auditory 
reception, memory, and other readiness skills. 

Eligible students were randomly assigned to the MECCA treatment or a control group. The 
Jansky Predictive Screening Index, an individually administered twenty-minute test, was used as 
the pre-tcst and one of the posttest measures. There are five predicting tests: Letter naming, 
picture naming. Gates word matching. Bender motor Gestalt, and Binet Sentence Memory. The 
posttests used were the Jansky and the Metropolitan Readiness Test. 

The comparisons found no significant differences in pretest scores between the 37 students 
in the MECCA program and the 33 in the control classes. At the posttest, the MECCA group 
outperformed the comparison group by about seven points (effect size = +.67). Similar effects 
were found on the Metropolitan Readiness Posttest, where the effect size was .88. 

Another comparison between students randomly assigned to MECCA and a "multi- 
disciplinary" comparison group shows similar results (Jansky effect size =.57, Monroe Reading 
Aptitude Test effect size =.96). In the comparison classrooms, the children were taught by an 
LD teacher and three other specialists. 

The replication of effects under the multidisciplinary comparison is significant, for it 
suggests that the power of MECCA arises from more than its use of specialized personnel. It 
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suggests that the curriculum, materials, and approach are important factors in MECCA'S effec- 
tiveness. Screening, diagnoses, and task analysis of learning activities target the time and 
resources within the school in a productive way, especially for students very much at risk of 
future failure. 



3. TALK 



The focus of Project TALK is to improve expressive and receptive language skills in 
children in grades K-3. This is accomplished by structured activities which foster language 
growth. A language specialist teaches specific expressive and receptive language lessons to the 
class twice a week for half-an-hour over a six-month period. The classroom teacher watches and 
then participates in the demonstration lessons, and conducts follow-up lessons nvice each week. 



The following sample indicates the type of lesson used in TALK. 



LESSON 92 

TITLE: 
Describe All 

PURPOSE 

To encourage use of descriptive words of color, size, shape and quantity. 
MATERIALS 

List of simple descriptive words - descriptive word list 
PROCEDURE: 

The teacher walks through the class stopping here and there by a child. The teacher describes the 
child with one word. For instance, "Blonde John," "Listening Susan," "Tired Billy" and so on. 
The teacher may build from this by continuing and adding more descriptive words like "Pretty, 
blonde Sherry," "Clever, old Johnny" and so on. 

Now the teacher asks the class what has been happening. A short discussion of descriptions and 
descriptive words should follow. How do you describe things? What kinds of words do you use 
to describe things? You use words that teU size, shape, color, smell, taste, feelings and so on. 

The teacher will begin by standing and telling one word about hcrself^imself such as: tall, big, 
teacher, woman, etc. Now each child must stand one at a time and think of one word or a phrase 
to tell about hinn/her such as: little, red hair, freckles, braids, etc. When everyone has had a 
chance to tell a word then everyone can have another turn and think of still another word that 
tells about hinVher. When a child gives a self descriptive word that might fit another child in the 
room, stop and discuss it how many people fit Mark's word - this will broaden the lesson. 



Younger children may want to pick a favorite self-descriptive word. The teacher can make a 
card for hinVher to wear pinned on all day that describes him. This will give him a chance to 
explain his/her word to people who ask about it. 

MORE IDEAS: 

The teacher picks a simple descriptive word, such as "hard," and each child in the class must find 
an object in the room that fits the descriptive word, such as "hard floor," "haid desk," "haixl 
pencil," "hard window pane," and so on. The teacher chooses one word from a box of slips with 
simple descriptive words written on them. Each student finds an item in the classnx)m that fits 
the descriptive word. Now the children take turns drawing a descriptive word and finding 
objects that fit on his/her own. For a more difficult twist, especially in the upper grades, have 
children draw two or three descriptive words and place them in the proper sentence order, as a 
big, red , and not a red, big , or two small , and not small two . 



Three experimental and control schools were compared. Target groups of 26 students were 
randomly selected for pretesting from each grade level (K-3). In Table 3, we provide two sets of 
results, for over all (K«3) and K alone. 



The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) was used to measure receptive oral vocabu- 
lary. The expressive measure used was the vocabulary subtest of the Wechsler Intelligence Scale 
(WISC). 



Results for the original experiment and a replication the following year gave effect sizes 
(across all grades) around .38. Results presented for the separate grades indicate that the 
program was as effective or more effective for kinderganen stude.its as for first- through third- 
grade students. 



The amount of actual time spent on the Project TALK activities is small compared to the 
results obtained. Only two hours per week are actually spent on the program. If the results are 
generally replicable, tiiis program seems to be particularly powerful in its effects. Additional 
evaluations need to be conducted to learn if these effect sizes are generalizable. 
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4. MARC 



Multiscnsory Approach to Reading and Reading Readiness Curriculum, or MARC, is a 
continuous progress K-1 reading program. It combines activities which emphasize knowledge 
through the senses with a systematic instructional delivery and management system. It is 
designed to enhance the likelihood of success in the beginning reading task for students from low 
income and/or rural backgrounds. The major goal of the program for kindergarten students is to 
increase their readiness skills, especially in the area of letter recognition and auditory perception 
of beginning sounds. 

For example, introduction of a letter of the alphabet involves the use of visual, auditory, and 
kinesthetic avenues of learning. The MARC program specifies the steps to be followed when 
introducing letters. These steps are called linkages because they link the visual, auditory, and 
kinesthetic approaches. For example, the steps in this program in teaching the letter a are: 

1. Teacher shows children the letter from the drill pack and says "This is the letter a." 
(VISUAL) 

2. The teacher asks the children to give the letter name. (AUDITORY) 

3. Children repeat the letter name. (AUDITORY) 

4. Teacher presents the key word (apple) and introduces the sound by the key word. 
A is for apple. (AUDITORY, VISUAL) 

5. The children repeat the key word and sound while the teacher describes how it feels 
in the mouth and throat. (AUDITORY) 

6. The teacher asks the children to place their hands on their throat while repeating the 
letter name, sound and key word to "feel" the sound. (KINESTHETIC) 



The project was evaluated by comparing an experimental group with a matched control 
group. The MARC and control classes did not differ significantly on pretests given in September 
of the kinderganen year (Boehm, Kulhman- Anderson IQ; SESAT I - Letters and Sounds or 
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Aural Comprehension). At the beginning of the next school year, the MARC students scored 
significantly higher than the control on tests of letters and sounds and word reading. The effect 
sizes obtained were +1.12 for letters and +.88 for word recognition. Because these effects were 
obtained for the students in a fall to fall testing, they are not as likely to have resulted solely from 
short-tcmi acquisition of test-taking skills or from artifacts of the test themselves, as in fall to 
spring testing. A replication study also produced significant effects for the MARC group, 
although the effect size wa^ smaller (+.55). 

The MARC program is not currently funded by the National Diffusion Network, although 
materials are still available through the Florida Educational Resource for a nominal fee. The 
program has been successfully used in Florida in about one-third of the counties and is still being 
used actively in Soudi Carolina. Project MARC has been used as a remedial program for older 
students as 'veil as a regular readiness program. The inservice guide provides thorough coverage 
of the instructional program, assessments, grouping and program philosophy. 

5. First Level Mathematics 

First Level Mathematics is a continuous progress, developmcntally oriented entering 
mathematics program. It provides a sequential curriculum and management system that provides 
for individual developmental growth. It is a diagnostic/prescriptive program. Children take a 
placement test to determine where they will be placed for instruction. Instruction may take place 
in small groups, or individually. 

The program recognizes that many early math programs require fine motor (write numerals) 
and visual skills which have litde to do with mathematics skill development. First Level Math 
does not require these fme motor skills. It teaches the children the universal language of math 
with concrete objects and actual physical operations, and progress is made in small steps as the 
child's concepts are formed. 
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Evaluation data are based on norm expectancy comparisons only, which unfortunately do 
not provide very strong evidence of success. 

6. Early Prevention of School Failure 

This program provides developmental screening, diagnosis, and training based on identified 
learning styles and modalities. Screening of four-, five-, and six*year-olds is carried out in fine 
and gross motor auditory, visual, and language areas using a variety of instruments: the Pres- 
chool Language Scale (PLS, developed in conjunction with the program), the Peabody Picture 
Vocabulary Test (PPVT), and the Developmental test of visual motor integration. On the basis 
of these tests, a profile is created for each child which identifies his/her strengths and weak- 
nesses. Students who are two years or more below expectancy on two modalities are classified 
as high risk; one year or more below are classified as medium risk. 

Students are given additional instruction in their weak areas in a pullout setting. The 
program presents guides for direct modality instruction in the areas of language, auditory, visual, 
fine and gross motor. Student profiles indicate their performance in these areas on a scale from 1 
to 5. 

Guides for modality instruction include correlation with major texts and breaking down a 
specific skill into a sequenced set of prerequisite skills. For example, if the skill is to tell stories 
in sequence with/without the aid of pictures, nine distinct skill performance areas are checked: 

1. Child arranges picture stories in sequence. 

2. Child tells story using sequence cards. 

3. Child tells story in parts before retelling entire story. 

4. Child uses felt pieces or fingerply to tell story. 

5. Child uses pictures to tell story. 

6. Child uses assorted toys and objects to tell story. 

7. Child unscrambles story. 

8. Child gives a narrative to the series of drawn pictures. 

9. Child uses puppet to help tell a story. 
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Effective Programs and Students at Risk 

The JDRP evaluations do not in general address the issue of a program's effectiveness for 
special populations. Data are nof routinely presented which detail the progress of students by 
race, sex, SES or entering ability/achievement level. Thus these JDRP data are not ideally suited 
for addressing the question with which we began this paper. 

However, as a basis for improving practices for students at risk in the kindergarten years, 
this data base is a worthwhile place to start. It seems likely that sound instructional programs, 
with demonstrated effectiveness across several sites, will be effective for most students. 
Analyses of aptitude-by-treatment interactions from studies of later grades do not find many 
interaction effects; programs effective for one subgroup tend to be effective for others (see 
Slavin and Madden, 1987). On the other hand, it may be that the nature of differences between 
the backgrounds of disadvantaged and advantaged children as they enter school would make 
programs differentially effective for different subgroups at the kindergarten level. 

There is some evidence (Lysiak and Evans, 1976) of interaction effects for program and SES 
background. In this examination of the effectiveness of different kindergarten programs, they 
found that the lower SES students benefitted in particular from a structured curricular approach. 
This finding is consistent with the common wisdom about the need for structure for disadvan- 
taged students, although it is really not clear what "structure" means. On one hand structure is 
conceived of as the opposite of the open classroom, itself an ill-defined intervention. On the 
other hand, structure is thought of as rigid and heavily prescribed. Semantics aside, structure in 
the sense of a systematic approach to instructional delivery is a vital ingredient for any effective 
program. What is striking about the kindergraten approaches here -which encompass a wide 
variety of philosophies -is the extent of the specificity of activities, planning and goals. Effec- 
tive programs are ones which are detailed and specific. 
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The systematic aspects of programs may be more important in effectiveness than are the 
philosophical aspects. Is this a program which can be implemented on a day-to-day basis by a 
regular teacher facing 30 students? We do find successful systematic approaches which 
encompass quite different philosophies. For example, with respect to the degree of individuali- 
zation and attention to individual differences, there are effective programs which basically focus 
on providing whole-class instruction, (that is, which do not differentiate instructional pace, 
delivery or content), and there arc effective programs which have as their bas. premise the need 
to focus on individual strengths and weaknesses. 

This contrast is seen in the approaches taken by Early Prevention of School Failure and 
MARC Early Prevention of School Failure diagnoses modality strengths and weaknesses and 
tailors instmction to these modalities. MARC underscores the significance of different avenues 
of learning but does not differentiate instruction for students based on their modality profiles. 
Both programs assume that an appropriate kindergarten program is multisensory in its approach 
" EPSF customizes instruction or provides modality training for those below a certain cut-off 
point; MARC structures every lesson to include linkages among the different avenues of 
learning. Not only are these programs quite different in their philosophical approach to learning 
style differences, they require quite different staff and juppon personnel as well. A team of 
specialists including a psychologist and speech clinician is required to evaluate and screen all 
students in the EPSF model. Then, instruction is provided in a pull-out format to address 
modality weaknesses, such as practice in fine motor coordination. 

Thus, although different approaches may be effective, effective kindergarten practices 
incorporate specific materials, management phns, activities and structures. The teachers have an 
instructional plan which they follow and specific activities which make sense in the context of 
that plan. The programs are not OA^erly rigid, nor do tney reduce teachers to rutomotons - but 
they are specific. Such specificity is needed to insure a faithful implementation of a program. 
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Program Effectiveness and Alternatives 

We have evaluations of reasonable adequacy which compare programs to control classes. 
However, we do not have data about the relative effectiveness of these different approaches or 
their effectiveness for different students. Is a program of screening and instruction in specific 
modalities more effective than a regular class-paced approach? What are the relative costs and 
implei-^entation difficulties of the different approaches? These basic data arc needed to make 
intelligent decisions about approaches to the kindergarten year to build on our collective past 
experiences in a systematic way. Otherwise, the present practice of individual districts building 
their individual curriculum without benefitting from the successes and failures of other locations 
seems likely to continue. Improving educational practice can be a cumulative effort, but it 
requires sustained and systematic evaluations. As the kindergarten has become the first formal 
academic experience for most students, the need to understand effective practices for this critical 
stage in students* schooling is great. 
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Figure 1 

EXPECTED STUDENT OUTCOMES 
Kindergarten 

!• Recognize and print name 

2. Name colors and letters 

3. Distinguish beginning sounds 

4. Tell a picture story In sequence 

5. Name six shapes 

6. Name and count objects 0-10 

7. Sequence numerals 0-10 

8. Match numerals with objects 0-10 
9« Color within boundaries 

10 • Know personal data 

11. Fasten and tic shoes and coat 

12. Use scissors with ease 

13. Express Ideas and take part In group discussion 

14. Listen attentively 

15. Recognize likenesses and differences 

16. Practice self control 

17. Work and play cooperatively 
18 • Follow directions 

19. Complete projects promptly 

20. Obey safety rules 

21 • Practice good health habits 

22 • Work Independently 

23. Participate In organized activities 
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Table 1 



Siaaacy of effects of full-day 
vs. half -day kindergarten progroas 

RandOB aaaigmient/Matchad Control Group Studies 



Study 



Johnson (1974) 



Pre~post 

Randos assigment 

Replicated 

Longitudinal effects 



I 

00 

t 



Winter and Klein 
(1970) 

Screened; then 
randoB assignaent to 

treataent/control 



Oliver (1980) 



SsBple 

Princess Anne.ND 
20 students 
Mtched on age» 
race, SES, sex 
and ability 
assigned to TRT 
(full-day) or 
CTL (half day) 

3 experinents 
1970,197141972 



Tvo studies : 

1) Disadvantaged 

treataent and 

control selected 
froa lowest lOX 
of kinder class 
TRT: n=6 
CTL: 11=7 



Treataent 

EXP= full-day (5* 15") 
CrL= half day (2*30») 
Saae curriculua 
Enrichaent given 
full-day 

Measures : 
Walker Readiness 
Stanford Achieveaent 
Reading group grade 1 



Effects 



./ 

(TTL^attendance aa/pa 
TRT=regularf90 ainutes 

acadeaic pga 
No pre-test difference 



-/ 

Fall/ Spring Walker Readiness 
Cohort 1 posttest 
2 

3 

Spring Stanford Achievement 
Cohort 1 posttest only 

2 
3 

Reading Group Placenent 1st 
Cohott 1 
2 
3 



Metropolitan at end of !< 
Stanford at end of K 
Stanford at end of 1st 



/- 



2) Advantaged 
Selected trt & 
control froa 
those aost able 
to benefit 
TRT rp26 
CTL np29 



3^4 



Pre-post 
ANGOVA 

No pretest differences 

Coaparable 

prograa 



61 students in 4 
claases half day 

98 students in 6 
classes full-day 

Caabridge. MA 



CTL=attendance regular 
TRl^regularf90 ainutea 
acadeaic pga 

Significant pre-teat 
differences favoring 
TRT 

./ 

EXP=ful 1-day vith 

structured curric. 

117 ainutes/day 
GTL^half day with 

aaac structured 

curriculua 83 .8 

ainutes per day 



Effect 
Size 



Notes 



•66 p<.05 

• 58 ns 

• 06 ns 

.13 ns 
.28 ns 
.59 ns 

• 00 ns 

• 06 ns 

• 57 ns 



+3^01 p<^005 
.62 ns 
• 62 ns 



Pretest Peabody Picture 
Metropolitan at end of K (adj post) 
Stanford at end of K (adj post) 
Stanford at end of 1st (adj post) 



1^28 



1^03 



P< 
ns 
ns 
P< 



.05 



05 



./ 



Clyaet^Barrett Prereading Inventory 
Murphy-Durrell Prereading 



2^84 p<^05 
1.16 p<^05 



Effect 
size 

inflated 
by uae 
of class 
aeans 



3d 




Table 1 (cont'd) 



Studjr 



Carapella and 

Loveridge 

(1978) 

ANC90VA 

both groups 

eligible, 

control group 

of non- participants 

who were eligible 



Nieaan & Gastright 
(1981) 



Existing saaple 

Longitudinal 
Pott only 
With evidence of 
initial equivalence 



Saaple 

St. Louis public 
schools 

507 students who 
scored below 50th 
percentile on 
CPI who were 
eligible for 
attendance at 
extended day 
kindergarten 
273 enrolled 

234 control 

./ 



Suraary of effects of full-day 
and half*day kindergarten progrois 

Non Batched groups/pre-post studies 

Treatment Effects 

Supplcaentacy instruc- Cctiprehensive Test of Basic Skills 

tion for kindergarten Mathematics 

pupils using saall Reading 

group and individual 

instruction in 

extended day 



Size Note 

-/ 



.43 p<.001 
.32 p<.001 



551 kindergarten 
students in 16 
Cincinnati schools 
receiving Title I 
Full-day students 
had preschool 
experience, half- 
day did not. 



/ / 

EXP=full-day K (n=410) Pretest (Sept Kinder "^oal card") 

Boehm (December Kinder) 
Metropolitan (April Kinder) 
Metropolitan (4th grade - 70Z sample) 
Metropolitan (8th grade - 50K sample) 
grade retention 
special education 



CrL=half day K (n=141) 
EXP also had preschool 



SS 

.35 p<.001 

.35 p<.001 

.25 p<.01 

.25 p<.01 

.13 p<.01 

.25 p<.001 



./ /. 

4 school districts 
in Texas, 2 having 
half day K and 2 
having full-day K 
60 students 
selected at random 

189 urban and 
rural kindergarten 
children in 5 
Maryland local 
education agencies 
Comparison of 
existing full-day 
and half day Ks 



ERLC 



Hatcher 

(1980) 

ANOOVA 
adhoc s 



Adcock 
(1980) 



Bple 



ANOVA 
adhoc sample 



Half day vs 
Full day No infor- 
mation on curriculi 
or on differences 
in treatments 



EXP=full-day(n::^131) 
Cn^half day(n^58) 

Heaaurea : 

Metropolitan 
(pre and post) 



Metropolitan Readiness 
California Test of Personality 
Valett Developmental Survey Basic 



DS 

ns 
ns 



Results ANOOVA 
Post = pre 4 K 



type 



,56 r<.001 



estimated 
setting 
t=3.09, 
minimum 

value for 

p<.001 
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Table 1 (cont) 



I 

Ca) 
O 
I 



SuBmary of effects of full-day 
and half-day kindergarten progrns 

Non Mtched groupt/pre-post studies 



Study 



Saaple 



Tisatnent 



Effects 



Jarris and Molnar 
(1986) 



ANOVA 
half day saaple 
schools in process 
of going full-day 



/. 

Nan York City 
1807 full-day K 

223 half day K 
Cityvide conversion 
to full-day K» 
Half day were ones 
unable to convert 



Contrasts: 
Half day/ language 
Full day/ language 

Measures : 

Brigance Pre/Pst 
LAB Pre/Post 



Results ANOOVA 

Brigance 

English speakers 
Non- English speaker 

LAB 



Evans and Marken 

(1984) 

pre-post 
ANCOVA 

students are at 
different points 
beyond K 





metropolitan school 
district in Wash, 
state, Bostly white, 
middle class 
174 lst.2nd 3rd in 
2 diff elesi schools 
who had different 
kinderga ten pgos 



Contrasts: 
Full day(n=87) 
Half day(n=87) 





Results ANOOVA 
CAT 

Reading attitudes 
Referral special education 

Meas ures: 
Ability test (kinder) 
CAT (1,2 or 3) 
Early Chd School Sentiment 
Teacher ratings 
Reading attitude 



Sixe 



Notes 



.09 RS 
.45 p<.05 
.38 ?<.05 



I 



ns 



-.26 p<.o5 



Derosia (1980) 



pre-post 
ANOOVA 

students are at 

different points 
beyond K 



-/- 



384 students in 
kindergarten, 1st 
and 2nd grades 
having full or 
half day kinder- 
garten 

Jefferson City, 
Col orado 



Full day (n=:67) 
Half day (n=:93) 



-/ / 

Boehm (adjusted for pretest, SES, age) .36 p<.05 
CTBS (Grade 1) ns 
CTBS (Grade 2) ns 
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Table 1 (cont) 



Studf 



Varjanka (1982) 



Sanple 

30 students who 
scored < 65 on 
Metropolitan 
Readiness Test 
and 

40 students who 
were in saae K 
classes with 
scores >65 



Suanaty of effects of full-day 
and half'daj kindergarten progroas 

Non Batched groups/pre-post studies 



Treataent 

Six Bonth treament, 
regular Kindergarten 

extended day 
curriculuB based on 
psrticipsnt's 
sbil ity 



Effects 

7 

At pre-test* FDK group 1 standard 
deviation lower than other group 
(37.8 vs 20.5) on Metropolitan 
Resdiness Test 

After six-BOnthi of treatnent. EKD 
group and regular group were same 
(54.3). 



Notes 



(♦) 



Slaughter (1983) 



I 

CO 



Lytiak and Evans 

(1976) 

:wiivenience 
tSBple 

replicated 
two years 



Alper and Wright 
(1979) 



96 students who 
were indentified 
as at risk 
snd 

191 other K 
students 



V /. 

Additional instruction 
(119 to 242 hours) 
SBsller classes (15:1) 
Curricular change- 
whole language 
approach 



7- 



7- 



916 students 

in 111 K clssses 

in Fort Worth •TX 



CcDparison of six 
curricular Bodels, ^ 
for students of 
differing SES, 
ethnicity and for 
full-day and half day 



pre-post design 

At pre-teet FDK group significantly 
lower than regular group on CAT 
listening skills subtest ' n NCEs, 
(24 vs 45). At post-test FDK 
Bade significant gains, while 
regular group declined. 
(36 NGE to 42 NCE) 



(♦) 



Full day > Half day for low SES 
and foe high SES 



98 atudents 
in Phoenix, Ariz 
kindergartens 
in exttnded day 
and regular 



7- 



Full day had longer day Metropolitan Readiness Test 
(5 vs 2 1/2) and Extended day > reguUr 

SBsller classes (12-25) No report of significance level 
Teacher visits to hoses 
Three BOnth study 



(*) ? no significance 
levels conputed 



FRir 
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Table 1 (cont) 



Sunaary of effects of full-day 
and half 'day kindergarten prograaa 

Non-Mtched groups/Postteat only studies 



Study 



Saaple 



Treatment 



Huaphrey 

(1983) 



Evansville-Van- 
derburg School 
District 



Contrasts: 

2 cohorts 

78- 79 full=81 

half=:108 

79- 80 full=115 

half=:llA 



Effects 
Reading Gates NacGintie 
CTBS 

Grade Retention 



78- 79 

79- 80 
78-79 
73-79 

19X Half 
9 Full 



Size 

(♦) 
(♦) 
(♦) 
(♦) 
(♦) 



Notes 

Significance 
not reported 



I 
I 



HcClinton and Topping 
(1984) 

Post only 

No evidence of initial 
equivalence 



80 1st graders 
in 10 public schs 
randoaly selected 

Cxp= enrolled EKD 
Ctl= enrolled reg 



EXP=A'15" 
CrL=2'A0" 

Major difference vas 
anount of time, 
not curriculum 



GAT at end of K - ns 

GAT at end of 1st - ns 

Teacher ratings academic ability 1.A2 p<.05 
EXP>CrL F(l,9) = 5.15 p<.05 



Haman (1982) 



(k>nvenience sample 



55 half day 
66 full-day 
in K classes 
in same 
school and 
matched on 
ethnicity, 
mobility &SES 



-/ / 

Post-test only design GAT reading 
Comparison of GAT math 
reading and math at 
end of year 



+•27 ns 
•AO p<.05 



Chicago's Govt 
Funded Kindergarten 
Programs 

(Convenience Sample 



42 



110 schools 
Comparison of 
existing progrc 



Contrasts 
Funding source: 
Chaptet 1 
Chapter 2 
OEBO 

Board Funded 
Format: 
All Day 
Half Day 
No pretests 



Percent scoring in first quartile ITBS 



HDK, chpt 1. 
ADK, chpt 2, 

OEEO 

board HDK . 



size 16 
size 23 
size 
size 



26 
28 



size 28 



26Z 

39 

A6 

51 

73 



43 
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Table 2 

Sunmary of affects for full-day kindergarten by quality of 
atudy^ inmadiacy of effect and population studied 



Regular or Disadvantaged 
Advantaged Students Students 

Kindergarten Long term Kindergarten Longtexn 



I 



Random iJohnson 


+ 


1 Johnson 0 


1 Johnson 


0 


1 Johnson 0 


Assign 1 Oliver 


+ 


1 Winter 0 


1 Winter 


+ 


1 Winter 0 


or lUinter 


0 










Matched 1 












1 


iHatcher 


0 


1 Evans 0 


1 Carspella 


+ 


1 Niemann 4 


Hon lAdcock 


+ 


1 Derosia 0 


1 Niemann 


+ 




■etched iJaivis 


0 




1 Jarvis 


+ 




iDerosia 


+ 




1 Warjahka 


+ 




( 






1 Slaughter 


+ 




1 






1 Lysiak 


+ 




1 
1 






1 Entvisle 


+ 
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Tibit 3 

Effictlvt Mndirfirtflii RrogrMS 
CvaiMM irltii RMtai AsslfMi 



nt or 



Alpha 
^hcnlcs 



So* San 
*r*nciscc 



M*9« Astra 
Math 



So« San 
Fr anciscc 
U.S.':, 



91-1 It MCCA 



TrurbuM 
Puti ic 
School s 



Rd9« Madifwsf pfio* 
ii9adi- nlc» pro9rMi 
n«ss focusing on 
f oquont iai 
1«arnin9ff io- 
irodiato corr* 
•ctiont food- 
tack ( 5a»»- 
1 iko prosont^- 
tion for about 
1 hr/d^y 

^ath Cooprohont lv«t 
ReadI- ttriictifrod C 
r«ss soqvoncod curr- 
icultto Mith 22 
f o1f-contain4d 
units* Uses 
•ultlMnsory 
appro•c^ K boh- 
avlor jtiodifica- 
tion C high Int- 
orost oatorialf* 

Covalopoont C 
i*pl9«ontatlon 
of oarly Idont* 
ification proc* 
mluros C pro* 
scriptlve oduc- 
ationol programs 
for childron 
•ntering K Mith 
specific potential 
^Jndlcaps 



post ANOVA on 
troat«ont ich« 
L rooaining 12 

in district* 

stated that 10 t 
background of f 
C C oquivalont* 

all students 
th«r« for K-3« 

pr«*post randoo 
assignaont to 
troatvont - 

control 3 
classes each 



pre-post randoo 
assignoent to 
trtiat C control 



Metropol* 
it an Ach« 



reaiiness 
ach. 01 
ach« ftZ 
ach. G3 



• 89 
1«14 

• 90 
1«0T 



cTes 

f all-sprg 



.4S <1> 

• 30 
(not adj) 



JANSKY 

P>Otropol4 

Monroe 



• 67 

•Bn 



•57 



• 96 



A09fnotis 



S139 for *000 citi«S 
water iols 50 stat«s 
classrooa 

1 day trng 
pay trnr 
honor ar iuo 
C travel 



t 112 for 4000 citiM 
laaterials 30 ftat«f 

c lassrooe 



I day trng 



no data 



no data 



Tt-I99 TAIK 



»ocfcfcrd» 


<-3 Idnj^ Lang^ special- 


pre-post ANCGVA 






i50 


572 dists* 


IL schcci 


ist in class 


on treatoent C 






wanual 


33 States 




instruction In 


■etched local 


kISC 75 




tchr C 


6 int*t 




listening skills 


controls 






«ub tloe 






6 Mk 1/2 hour 


original study 


PPV7 75 


!26 (Kl 


for tchr 


curratitly 




for 6 met then 


CT5-6) 






to attend 


activo 




classroo* tchr 


repi icat ion 


(K> 75 


l38 (K) 


1/2 day 






contimies las* 


CT6-77I 






trng 






sons 
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ERIC 



I 



Y9-Y f^ARC 



City 

Cr«iiford- 
vill« 

FL 



K-1 <ld9. 



fS-JTR IMSTIIUCT 



Lincoln 

rvblic 
School s 



Br istolyVi 



K-3 Rdg. 



K-l Potor/ 
ond Cogni* 
3/^ tivo 



Tikit 3 (cMt) 
Cfftctlvft Klndtrvartin rroniMi 

CMtral 



nt or 



MtfiHtftflil 



ContliMiift pro- 
trots Ming 
ulttuwry 
actlvltloft C 
syttOMtIc 
mttriictloo* 
OlOfMStlc ( 
rocor^iooplng 
InttriMOfit* 
Skill slioots 
provltfod* 

tndlvltftiol ploco- 
■ofit ( progrosr. 
ttirOtf^h Miltl* 
Mfllt Mdol 



01 ognostlc/pro* 
tcrlptlvo dlroct 
Instruction In 
po r copt vol /sotor 
ronthly hooo 
rotnforcoooni C 
octivitlos 



post AHOVA Oil 
troOtMRt C 
MtCM 1«C0l 

control t ond 
of K C Ofid of 
1st. 

pro AHOVA to 
ifisuro oquiv- 
olonco 



fiCASURCS EFFECTS 

SCSAT (III i1 #2 

lottors 1.12 .^S 

oord rd9 .iS na 

sont rdq .25 na 



ns 
ns 



BOEN*« 
KUM.f*AKi 

SCS&T (1} 



AUCOlTA c 
ison of trot ( 
cooporoblo sctis* 
cfios^ ofi si»- 
ilor SCSt school 
org ( fs coopons- 
otory students 

ANOVA on troot* BOhm 
oofit ond control* 75-76 
Control tfOro Ih^ll 
oliglblos (scoro TT-YO 
bolOii cut off I 
not onrollod 
bocouso positions 
f mod 



fiotrooolttan 
MOrd knOM •3^** 
rdg* •ism <2> 

spoiling ns 



1.17 
• ?3 
1.33 



COSTS C 
rR#INlNG 

3/5 doy 
trng or 
solf 
trng 
o«nu4l 



AO^TtOM 
C ACTIVITY 

no OKOCt 
ootofPLCSCl 

not octlott 
at prosont 



5 d««ys trng no doto 

o;itort3ls 
SlOO/cl«ss 



not octiM 



46 



er|c 



^ Tt»lt 3 (cont) 

tahitM lar taptrlMi Mill 

'liw, or Fill m Sprtai 



MiC f KISS 



•(-12 



i'ith 



€C 



"ath 



Education K«ncshd« 

AfS«SSVt« l«f 

C Inst* 
for the Fd- 

C«prived 

Cv«ry St. PAry 

StMdcnt P<r|$^ 

€v€ry Oay Sc»-. 8c. 



«(-10 lan.j. 



'(-ft 



ffdq* 



Nil! K 



•Jg. 



tiof) cf 
Failure 



^cotone 
District 
in inois 



4f s«s 

year 
ofds 



OiagfiMtic/ 
pr«icrlptloii 
•pproscli in ac- 
4^<lfltl«ii 9f rd9 
C Mth fHillf 
providlfiq « angat 
d«fi9n for coord* 
inotifiq ( lnto9r«t- 
ifi9 cloftrooa C 
support portonool 

Continoouf pro- 
o«th with 
onqot fyttco* 



tprlfiq to fPCifHi 
ochlovooofit coo- 
porod to fiot«1 
nor at C cc 
tory growth 



CTBS 



iyisi2 



Ttl 

froo 
fpomor 



Extondod day 
% 2-3 hrt In 
af tor noon* 
•dditionol tino 
for ro«o4io1 
instruction* 

Qaily dia^nofif* 
ovoluotion € 
proscription* 
conputor scoring 
for coordination* 
^llot dosltjn 
usin^ «0 eins 
ooch day* 

Pull doy K* Irng 
ctrs* diagnoses 
individual Irng 
noods on cont- 
inuous basis 
Mith appropriate 
looming activ- 
ities* 

(arly identifi- 
cation of dovol- 
opaentol noods 
C Irng stylos of 
«*^* ( 4 yr olds* 

Serening* plon- 
nlng ( pull-out 
20-30 ainuto In- 
struction In diff- 
eront aodalitios 
at 1rn9 ctrs* 



pro-post loole- 
oentation scores 
for district C 
adoption site* 



CAT 



S stdts 1 7« 
ivq startup* « 
stdts M c if 
MkOks used as 
consuaables 



41 states 
1900 adop- 
tions 



pro-post desifn* PPVT 
fall to spring* 



pro-post design TOBE 
changing ttllo (presch. 
fall to spring c K) 

» 52 (T4| 

T 5g |TT| 

2 «0 C«3) 



pro-post design* toc^ 

f«11 to spring* 

3rd 6th 
stanlne stanlne 



no data 



ioproveaent per 
aonth on diff- 
erent scales - 
no coaparlson 
data either m/ 
a control grp 
or pre iaplo- 
aentation 



getting 
dat4 



2 day trng 

Si27/c1 sro 

teacher 

aatertals 



(froa 
sponsor} 



4V 



ERJ.C 



Tabit 3 (cofit) 
Cftetf vt Klii4tr9trt«ii 



tu^mUi ky ConptHson Wth 

Ml li Sprtai 



mt t 9Kt 



•4-1 



T4-TI 



rirst 



•fitur« in 

lc«riiifi«| 



tion«l 



or 
1 



Sch«« 

fL 



Strategics Uavpvnw pr<tK 

In e«r1y Ml 9nd 
CMIdhood K 
(ducat lor 



S«qif«fitUI cwrr- 
Iculiw C wigvt 
syttM utilcti Is 
di«9iiOfttlc/pr«* 
•criptiv** In*- 
strnctlonal 9rps 
fort«d on b«sls 
of protofttft* In- 
struction In 3-4 
9rps for obout 
ZO-JO vins* 

Individually 
dotcralnsd 
Instruction 
with positive 
b«h«vlor vngot 



Screen- Developoental t 
in| screonin9 ^de1« 
Self Instruc- 
tionolf indiv- 
idually pocedf 
learning ctrst 
devel opoent a 1 1 y 
sequ<»nced oat- 
erlals* 



pre-post 
design 

fall to sprinq 



pre-post nat*1 
norn conporison 
using expected 
growth 



•d hoc coaparl- 
son of trtet 
children with 
another grp* 

no evidence of 
prior coapara- 
billty 



CiaCUS • f35/klt 

not poss- 
ible to 
coepute 



mm 



PP^f - wean 
ioprvot l«67/path 
Gilwore oral rdg 
test - lot on 
grade level at 
pre* 5TS at post 



curr* 
d^ts 



10 sessions 
inscrvice 



no 

curr« 
data 



<t> (ffect sii^s ^•rt cc«put<d by detisrelning the t valuo to gwiorate p<«oi and #05 respactlvely. 



ERLC 
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Tabit 3 (coKt) 
Cffcetlvt « 



2 



frojcct 
Cttch Ud 



tl*c«ttr 

School 

District 

Kir 



Prograai Cvaliittci Igr CoiptHsoii Wtli 



NttlOMl 



Tucson* 

A/ 



Mi 



Develop 
Skills 



I* tr Fill tt SpHni Growtk 



0l«9nOftlc* pro* 
scrlptlvo* Ifidiv* 
prO'^roff oodol* 

Rovod I «1 Ifif t rwct i on 
in rd) C aiath to 
und^r<9chlovlnq sttMH 
•ntf usinq di«gnos<st 
profclptlon 

pofitivo contacts 

parent ifivo1ve«4nt 
once a wfc tralninq 
of parents In gaao 
or activity that 
gives practice in 
basic skills with 
followup practice 
Mith stud«nts Mho 
noed practlco in that 
skill C oonltorinq of 
student proqress 

develop frSondly 
feoUnj parents t 
school* provide 
training for par- 
ents in hoii to help 
children at hooe* 
to send hooe gawes 
Mhlch rolnforce 
skills learned at 
school 



no control 
925 Children 
pre*post 



pean gain by 
qr ide on CTBS 
frov fall to 
spring 



no data on K 



cospar.i son to 
coMparabIc 
school on oer- 
cent scoring 
above ^0 Uilc 
1 year after 



Santa Clara 
tnv« gain 
2«32 MS* in 
dev« age/ffonth 

no control grp 



Iiii 

CRI 

Classrv 

Rdg« 

fnv« 

CT^S 
fall- 
spr mg 



cat 



avi 'lain 
U^^ Vrs 



20 hrs 
inser* 
vice • 
I hr/wk 



data 



66t vs« 
38t 



N«0« 



Santa 
Clara 
lnv« 

no^e 
problcr 
Mith 
fal 1-spg 
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